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Abstract 
This thesis argues that, based on a deontological rights-based approach, meat 
production should decrease. There has been convincing research to argue that current 
industrial farming methods for meat are unsustainable,1 but there has been little 
research on the relationship between meat production and poverty levels, and what 
(if anything) this means for states and their moral duties. This paper is divided into 
two parts; firstly, it explains the causal link between meat consumption and poverty , 
and introduces the capability approach. Secondly, it looks at how governments can 
undertake this challenge: soft, monetary and coercive measures are evaluated. I 
conclude that not only is there good reason for states to reduce meat consumption, but 
many have the wherewithal to successfully do it, and therefore prove to be a crucial 
part of the process.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
                                                                 
1 Antle, John M., and Susan M. Capalbo. "Adaptation of agricultural and food systems to climate 
change: an economic and policy perspective." Applied Economic Perspectives and Policy (2010): p386-416. 
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Introduction 
The United Nations project that by 2050 world population will reach 9.1 
billion.2 Demand for animal protein is also increasing and global consumption of meat 
is forecast to increase by 76%, based on current consumption levels.3 With rising 
population projections and increasing demands on food, global levels of consumption 
are unsustainable. This thesis will demonstrate one effective strategy that 
governments can pursue to reduce global consumption: reducing meat consumption. 
Notwithstanding the very strong environmental reasons for reducing consumption 
levels, I focus specifically on moral concerns surrounding meat consumption. 
I argue that governments have a collective duty to protect people’s universal 
basic capabilities, and they should pursue measures which try to realise this goal. 
There are numerous measures which governments could implement; this thesis will 
demonstrate one effective and feasible strategy: reducing meat consumption. Other 
strategies include, directly sending a percentage of government taxes to less 
economically developed countries or contributing towards their healthcare and 
education. However, imposing new taxes is likely to be more demanding than 
reducing meat consumption. Reducing meat consumption is a feasible measure to 
adopt, because changing dietary habits does not entail large sacrifices.  
This thesis is divided into two parts; firstly, it analyses the link between meat 
consumption, poverty and global food security. I argue that reducing meat 
consumption is one way that governments can fulfil its moral duty towards protecting 
people’s minimal capabilities. Secondly, it looks at how governments can undertake 
this challenge: soft, monetary and coercive measures are evaluated. I conclude that not 
                                                                 
2 Food and Agricultural Organisation of the UN (2009) Report from the High Level Expert Forum, ‘How 
to feed the world 2050’ 12-13 October 2009, Rome, FAO. This figure is the medium variant based on 
mortality and fertility rates; low and high variants include 7.8 billion and 10. 7 billion respectively.  
3Wellesley, L., Happer, C and Froggatt, A., ‘Changing Climate, Changing Diets, Pathways to Lower 
Meat consumption’ Chatham House Report, The Royal Institute of International Affairs (2015) 
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only is there good reason for states to reduce meat consumption, but many have the 
wherewithal to successfully do it, and therefore prove to be a crucial part of the 
process. 
It should also be noted that although dairy consumption is closely entwined within 
the production process of meat and similarly contributes to environmenta l 
degradation and world hunger, my focus is solely on reducing meat consumption. 
This is because consumer attitudes to meat and dairy products are typically very 
different,4 which means that different strategies must be employed when trying to 
reduce dairy consumption. This does not mean that dairy consumption should not be 
reduced as well, but it is not included in my evaluation of meat consumption, poverty 
and population pressure.   
The human development approach which I endorse, is a widely supported view 
(e.g. it informs the UN’s International Development Goals) which focuses on human 
beings. However, it does not invalidate other approaches to reducing meat 
consumption, such as, environmental reasons5  and animal welfare. 6   
 
  
                                                                 
4 Wellesley, Laura, Catherine Happer, and Antony Froggatt. "Changing Climate, Changing 
Diets." Chatham House (2015) p18. 
5 Schwarzer, S., ‘Growing greenhouse gas emissions due to meat production’ Report by UNEP Global 
Environmental Alert Service, (2012) available at http://www.unep.org/pdf/unep-geas_oct_2012.pdf [accessed 
02.09.2016]   
6 Shafer-Landau, Russ. "Vegetarianism, causation and ethical theory." Public Affairs Quarterly 8.1 
(1994): 85-100. 
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Section I:  Meat Consumption and Moral Duties   
 
Meat Reduction as a Policy for Global Food Security 
i) Indirect Links between Meat Consumption and Poverty- Food Availability  
Before discussing the moral principle that obligates governments to reduce 
meat consumption, I will discuss the link between meat consumption, poverty and 
hunger. Current estimates conclude that nearly 800 million people in the world are 
chronically undernourished.7 I suggest meat reduction as a possible strategy to reduce 
hunger levels. The process of producing meat is resource intensive because livestock, 
like humans, demand food, water and land. If the supply of food is constant, then 
human edible food used for animal feed, reduces the amount of food available to 
humans. Stevenson reports that 60% of EU cereals are fed to farm animals and 167 
million metric tonnes of cereals are used annually in the EU as animal feed.8  
The effect of meat consumption on poor people today is twofold, firstly it 
reduces the quantity of food available to humans in the form of cereals and grains and 
secondly it creates scarcity by pushing the price up. High levels of meat consumption 
increases the demand for grain which exacerbates the problem of scarcity. Assuming 
that grain supplies stay the same, if the demand for grains and corn for the meat 
industry fall, then grain prices would fall, making it more affordable to those who 
need it. Reducing meat consumption can benefit the poor by making food grains 
cheaper and increasing the amount available to humans.  
                                                                 
7Thomas W. Hertel and Stephanie D. Rosch., ‘Climate Change, Agriculture and Poverty’., Applied 
Economic Perspectives and Policy, Vol. 32, No 3 (Oxford University Press, 2010) p356  
8 Stevenson, P., ‘A sustainable food policy for Europe, towards a sustainable, nourishing and humane 
food policy for Europe and globally’ Compassion in World Farming, Available at 
https://www.ciwf.org.uk/media/5858102/a-sustainable-food-policy-for-europe.pdf [accessed 23.09.2-
16] p1 
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Additionally, rising food prices disproportionately affect the poor because they 
tend to spend a high percentage of their income on food. Hertel and Rosch show the 
relative impact of food price increase, on real income. If a family spends half of its 
income on food, and food prices rise by 50 percent, then their real income will fall by 
about 25 percent.9 High food prices detrimentally affect those on low income; wealthy 
individuals can cut down on luxuries but many poor people do not have this option. 
Reducing meat consumption can be an effective measure to influence the lives of the 
poor, because it can reduce food grain prices, which means that more income will be 
available to spend on basic necessities.  
An objection to reducing meat consumption for the sake of the poor is that 
people are malnourished and hungry today, not just because they cannot afford food 
or there is not enough available, but because of civil wars or ill-advised policies 
implemented by states.10 Sen convincingly shows that increasing food availability and 
making it affordable, is not enough to eradicate mass hunger. Regardless of food 
availability and prices, government mismanagement can still impoverish large 
sections of society.  
My claim is not that freeing up food grains and making them cheaper will 
automatically reduce poverty and hunger. Effective government management of food 
grains to ensure that surplus grains are reallocated to vulnerable communities is also 
necessary. As well as supply side intervention to counterbalance a reduction in meat 
prices, when demand falls; which is necessary to reduce meat consumption in the long 
term. Sen’s objection is compelling when addressing the fundamental causes of 
poverty and certain political systems which exacerbate it, whereas I focus on one 
factor which can contribute towards hunger and poverty. There are several reasons to 
                                                                 
9 Hertel, Thomas W., and Stephanie D. Rosch. "Climate change, agriculture, and poverty." Applied 
Economic Perspectives and Policy 32.3 (2010): p355-385 
10 Sen, Amartya. Poverty and famines: an essay on entitlement and deprivation. Oxford university press, 
1981. 
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explain why some people are hungry and malnourished, but for clarities sake I focus 
on global meat consumption and its effect on people’s capabilities.  
ii) Indirect Links between Meat Consumption and Poverty- Environmental 
Degradation   
Meat consumption also affects the poor indirectly by damaging the environment, 
which can harm individuals and negatively affect their ability to lead a life that they 
value. The livestock industry constitutes about 80 percent of agricultural emissions 
and globally, about 9 per cent of emissions in the entire agricultural sector consist of 
35-45 per cent of methane and 45-55 per cent of nitrous oxide.11 Hence, the livestock 
industry is one of the main contributors to greenhouse gas emissions, making it a 
leading contributor to climate change.  
Climate change, such as, extreme weather conditions tend to disproportionately 
harm the poor. This is because they live in exposed locations, so they are more severely 
affected by floods or draughts, such as those living in Bangladesh who experience 
tidal bores and cyclones yearly. Similarly, desertification in Sub Saharan Africa is 
common place and inhabitants are in a cycle of poverty because natural disasters make 
it difficult to access recourses, reduce economic productivity and make living 
conditions precarious. The majority of the poor also live in rural areas where 
agriculture is the predominant form of economic activity,12 so poor people are 
unevenly affected by extreme weather not only because of their geographical position 
but also because their livelihood is severely affected by changes in weather. The 
environmental damage caused by meat production can proliferate the problems that 
poor communities already face.  
                                                                 
11 UNEP Global Environmental Alert Services, ‘Growing Greenhouse Gas Emissions Due to Meat 
Production’ October 2012 available at http://unep.org/geas/ [accessed 25.10.2016]  
12 Hertel, Thomas W., and Stephanie D. Rosch. "Climate change, agriculture, and poverty." Applied 
Economic Perspectives and Policy 32.3 (2010): p355-385 
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In addition, animal production requires excessive quantities of water compared to 
vegetable and grain production; producing 1 kilogram of animal protein requires 
around 100 times more water than producing 1 kg of plant protein.13 These high 
volumes of water used by the livestock industry are arguably a misallocation of 
recourses, because many people around the world are in dire need of it. The United 
Nations estimate that 783 million people do not have access to clean water and almost 
2.5 billion do not have access to adequate sanitation.14  
Although using water for livestock does not directly take away water from those 
in need, it does show that there is not necessarily a shortage of water available per se. 
Better management could make water available to vulnerable communities at 
affordable prices. If there was less demand for fresh water from the livestock industry, 
but supplies stayed the same, then prices would fall, which would mean that more 
people would be able to afford it. Reducing meat production is not enough, issues 
about accessibility and prices are also relevant, however by reducing meat 
consumption, there becomes a wider opportunity for people to have access to clean 
water. 
iii) Direct Links between Meat Consumption and Poverty- Source of Income  
 An argument in favour of producing meat for the benefit of poor communities, 
could be that it provides jobs and stimulates economic growth. For instance, Brazil 
produce a significant amount of beef and is one of the largest global exporters in 
bovine meat; a high percentage of the country’s growth is due to their meat industry.  
However, the net effect of meat production may not be positive because it also takes a 
way a source of income to local inhabitants.  
                                                                 
13 Engel Jr, Mylan. "The immorality of eating meat." Philosophy 53.204 (1978): p856-889. 
14 United Nations Educational, Scientific and cultural organisation available at 
http://www.unwater.org/water-cooperation-2013/water-cooperation/facts-and-figures/en/ [accessed 
28.09.2016]  
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Raising large quantities of livestock means cutting down on vast amounts of 
trees, and deforestation has had a negative impact on many Brazilian families. A 
survey of Brazilian households situated close to the amazon rainforest shows that 75 
percent of those questioned, devoted their time to collecting non-timber forest 
products to sell.15 If high proportions of forests are cleared to make space for rearing 
cattle, then this will reduce the amount of income that households in the vicinity can 
make. While meat production may have a positive effect on a countries’ GDP, it can 
negatively affect the income levels of those living close to the rainforest.  
Governments should reassess their involvement in the meat industry because 
meat consumption can exacerbate problems that poor people already face, such as the 
effects of climate change and volatile food prices. However, it also introduces new 
obstacles, such as destroying natural resources which local inhabitants use to make a 
living. The link between meat consumption and poverty is not always direct, but 
highly intensive production of meat that happens today, is more likely to negatively 
affect the poor rather than help them. The advice given by the Food and Agricultura l 
Organisation to increase global meat production for the sake of the poor, should be 
further analysed because this may be an oversimplified response to poverty and 
hunger.  
 
 
 
 
 
  
                                                                 
15 Hertel, Thomas W., and Stephanie D. Rosch. "Climate change, agriculture, and poverty."  Applied 
Economic Perspectives and Policy 32.3 (2010): p355-385 
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Global Moral Duties 
i) The Capability Approach and Moral Obligations 
I argue that based on the capability approach proposed by Amartya Sen16 and 
Martha Nussbaum,17 governments have a duty to protect people’s minimal 
capabilities and one way of doing this is by reducing meat consumption. The 
capability approach emphasises the obligation for governments to secure and protect 
certain rights of their citizens. Robeyn’s asserts that the approach has two core 
normative claims. “First, that freedom to achieve well-being is of primary moral 
importance and second, that freedom to achieve well-being is to be understood in 
terms of people's capabilities, that is, their real opportunities to do and be what they 
have reason to value.”18 When measuring development using normative evaluations, 
the capability approach looks at individuals and what they can do and be in their lives 
as opposed to traditional measures of wellbeing based on individuals income or levels 
of satisfaction.  
Sen shows that poverty is better understood as capability deprivation rather than 
low income.19 He uses a procedural approach and makes three main points. Firstly, 
the capability approach concentrates on deprivations that are intrinsically important, 
unlike low income, which is instrumentally significant. Secondly, income is not the 
only instrument in generating real poverty. Thirdly, the impact of income on 
capabilities is contingent and conditional, they vary between different individuals.20  
I agree with Sen that the capability approach is a better measure of individua l 
advantage, than income, because income ding an sich is not important, whereas 
                                                                 
16 Sen, Amartya. Development as freedom. Oxford Paperbacks, 2001. See chapt 4. 
17 Nussbaum, Martha. "Human rights and human capabilities."  Harv. Hum. Rts. J. 20 (2007): p21. 
18 Robeyns, Ingrid, "The Capability Approach", The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy  (Summer 2011 
Edition), Edward N. Zalta (ed.), URL = 
<http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/sum2011/entries/capability-approach/>. 
19 Sen, Amartya. Development as freedom. Oxford Paperbacks, 2001. P87. 
20 Sen, Amartya. Development as freedom. Oxford Paperbacks, 2001. P88  
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people’s capabilities are. People’s capabilities are intrinsically important because they 
are needed to achieve well-being and a dignified human life, such as the opportunity 
to show emotion and to be free to give and receive love. Additionally, using income 
as a measure of development assumes that everyone can equally utilise it and convert 
it into capabilities, however this is not the case. For instance, someone who is 
extremely old may need more money to be able to achieve the same functionings as 
someone who is young and able bodied. Therefore, solely assessing income does not 
give a true indication of an individuals’ ability to do or be what they want in their 
lives.  
 The essence of the approach is that social arrangements should aim to expand 
people’s capabilities, “this can be measured by their freedom to promote or achieve 
the things that they value.”21 The Capability Approach distinguishes between 
functions and capabilities; capabilities refer to the option that individuals have, to do 
or be what they consider valuable in life. Functionings are people exercising these 
capabilities. In terms of state obligations, their duty is solely to protect people’s 
capabilities. States should not focus on whether people are exercising their 
capabilities, but rather, if they have the opportunity to exercise them.  
This keeps the capability approach in line with Liberal values,22 because it does not 
entail that governments tell individuals what kind of life they should value. The 
capability approach also demands a positive duty on states; their obligation to 
individuals is to provide them with a political structure and social institutions which 
give people the opportunity to exercise their capabilities.   
ii) Comparing Sen and Nussbaum’s Approach  
                                                                 
21 Deneulin, Severine, and Lila Shahani. An introduction to the human development and capability 
approach: Freedom and agency. IDRC, 2009: p22-49. 
22 Gaus, Gerald, Courtland, Shane D. and Schmidtz, David, "Liberalism", The Stanford Encyclopedia of 
Philosophy (Spring 2015 Edition), Edward N. Zalta  (ed.), URL = 
<https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/spr2015/entries/liberalism/>. See section 2.1 Classical Liberalism. 
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There are different versions of the capability approach. I will discuss the 
similarities and differences between Sen and Nussbaum’s approach and conclude 
that, although they differ to some degree, they both agree on the purpose of the 
capability approach and their underlying similarities mean that I am not endorsing 
one over the other.  
There is a significant difference between Sen and Nussbaum; Sen argues that the 
capability approach requires its own list depending on the sort of evaluation that 
needs to be done and the area to which it applies.23 He perceives the Capability 
Approach as a tool which gives policy makers freedom to choose which capabilities 
they find most essential for their community or citizens. Whereas, Nussbaum 
introduces the idea of a threshold level of capabilities that apply globally to all 
individuals, regardless of factors which diversify them. Nussbaum lists 10 central 
capabilities24 and the ones that are most relevant to this discussion are: life, bodily 
health, play, practical reasoning and being able to hold property.25 According to 
Nussbaum, every individual is entitled to this minimal list of capabilities and they can 
be understood as “people’s pre-political rights and provide the basis for constitutiona l 
principles that citizens have a right to demand from their governments.” 26 
iii) The Capabilitarian Consensus  
Despite this difference, both Sen and Nussbaum fundamentally agree on the 
purpose of the capability approach. They concur that the capability approach is a 
reliable indicator of people’s standard of living and it is an effective tool to use when 
raising questions about social equality.27 Poverty indicators used thus far, such as, 
                                                                 
23 Sen, Amartya. Development as freedom. Oxford Paperbacks, 2001. 
24 I refer to these when I say minimal capabilities. 
25 Nussbaum, Martha. "Human rights and human capabilities." Harv. Hum. Rts. J. 20 (2007):  
26 Nussbaum, Martha C. Women and human development: The capabilities approach . Vol. 3. Cambridge 
University Press, 2001. P12  
27 Robeyns, Ingrid, "The Capability Approach", The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Summer 2011 
Edition), Edward N. Zalta (ed.), URL = 
<http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/sum2011/entries/capability-approach/>. 
14 
 
people’s ability to access certain recourses, income and satisfaction are less reliable 
comparative tools because they are contingent on other variables. Additionally, Sen 
and Nussbaum firmly believe that liberty should never be denied or sacrificed for 
economic growth; “they support the Rawlsian priority of liberty and do not claim for 
a lexical ordering among certain capabilities.”28 Capabilities being equally important 
is also comparative to their opinion on individuals. They both make it clear that people 
should be valued as individuals,29 when comparing their ability to exercise 
capabilities. This reinforces the intrinsic value of capabilities, rather than only being 
valuable to certain communities or households.  
The Capabilitarian Consensus: Individuals need the opportunity to exercise certain 
capabilities, in order to lead a life that they value. Governments have a positive duty to 
protect people’s capabilities.  
I am not specifically endorsing one interpretation, because all plausible capability 
theorists agree that governments should value people’s ability to achieve well-being, 
and capabilities are needed for this to happen. It is the government’s responsibility to 
ensure that they create and maintain social structures which protect these capabilities. 
My central line of argument is that reducing meat consumption is a feasible strategy 
that can protect people’s capabilities; it follows that there is good reason for states to 
endorse this goal.  
Additionally, theorists of the capability approach agree that measures 
implemented by states to realise the demands of the Capability Approach, should 
adhere to a Sufficientarianism position. This is supported by Nussbaum,30 who 
reinforces that individuals’ minimal capabilities should always be protected. The 
                                                                 
28 Nussbaum, Martha C. Women and human development: The capabilities approach . Vol. 3. Cambridge 
University Press, 2001. P12 
29 Nussbaum, Martha C. Women and human development: The capabilities approach . Vol. 3. Cambridge 
University Press, 2001. P12  
30 Nussbaum, Martha. "Human rights and human capabilities."  Harv. Hum. Rts. J. 20 (2007): 
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Sufficientarian Clause safeguards people against falling below a minimum threshold 
of capabilities.  
Sufficientarian Clause: Measures to reduce meat consumption, are only permissible insofar 
as they do not place other people below Nussbaum’s minimum threshold of capabilities. 
I argue that this is an important clause to adhere to, in regards to meat reduction 
measures, because it ensures that such measures are enacted without jeopardising the 
position of the least well off. I will be referring to it throughout this thesis. 
iv) The Non- Harm Objection to the Capability Approach  
Narveson disagrees that states have a duty to raise people above a minimum 
threshold, such as minimal capabilities. Instead he argues that states are only morally 
obligated not to cause people to fall below a certain threshold. 31   
Non- Harm Objection: An objection against states having positive duties to non-citizens. 
States only have a global duty to ensure that they are not responsible for actions which 
consequently result in people falling below a minimum threshold.  
Narveson claims that duties of justice are negative duties not to harm and all 
positive duties are considered charitable duties; governments are only obligated to 
their negative duties. 32  He asserts that unless states are responsible for actions which 
deprive people of basic human needs, they do not have an enforceable obligation to 
provide assistance.33  
Although Narveson’s Non-Harm Objection is not related to the Capability 
Approach, it can still be applied to it. I disagree with Narveson, that states do not have 
positive duties towards non-citizens, however despite this, my argument for reducing 
                                                                 
31 Narveson, Jan. "We don't owe them a thing! A tough-minded but soft-hearted view of aid to the 
faraway needy." The Monist 86.3 (2003): 419-433. 
32 Narveson, Jan. "We don't owe them a thing! A tough-minded but soft-hearted view of aid to the 
faraway needy." The Monist 86.3 (2003): 419-433. 
33 Narveson, Jan. "We don't owe them a thing! A tough-minded but soft-hearted view of aid to the 
faraway needy." The Monist 86.3 (2003): 419-433. 
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meat consumption still holds. Even if I endorse Narveson’s distinction between 
positive and negative duties, states should still reduce meat consumption. This is 
because Narveson claims that states should not be responsible for actions which harm 
people and result in individuals falling below a minimum threshold. As I have 
outlined in the first chapter, meat consumption has been linked to causing poverty and 
harming people,34 so Narveson’s Non-Harm Objection does not invalidate my claim to 
reduce meat consumption. States should still reduce meat consumption because it 
harms the least well off in other states.  
 Another reply to the Non-Harm Objection, is that states should have positive duties 
to citizens in other states, because they are responsible for upholding a global 
economic order which harms the least well off. Thomas Pogge makes a compelling 
argument which shows that global institutions play a causal role in the persistence of 
severe poverty. He uses the example of ‘international resource privilege’ and 
‘international borrowing privilege’.35 These privileges enable rulers to use its countries 
resources and borrow money in the name of its state, to consolidate power and 
accumulate money for themselves. This significantly contributes to the persistence of 
severe poverty: Nigeria, Kenya, Angola and Brazil are examples of where the cycle of 
poverty is proliferated by global institutions.  
Overall, if I apply Narveson’s distinction between aiding and harming to the 
Capability Approach, one could argue that- internationally- states only have an 
obligation to those whose capabilities are harmed by their actions.  Pogge has 
highlighted that states’ involvement in the global structure, do harm individuals and 
their capabilities. Therefore, “states should share institutional moral responsibility for 
it.”36  Pogge’s example shows that even if the capability approach is formulated in a 
                                                                 
34 See Chapter one, Page 6. 
35 Pogge, Thomas W. World poverty and human rights. Polity, 2008. P118 
36 Pogge, Thomas W. World poverty and human rights. Polity, 2008. P121 
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negative way, governments are still obligated to help non-citizens and reduce meat 
consumption.  
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Agents of Justice  
i) The Role of the State  
So far, I have argued that states have a duty to protect people’s capabilities, but 
why do I focus specifically on the state as opposed to other agents? I argue that the 
agent most capable of realising the demands of the Capability Approach, has the 
obligation to protect people’s capabilities. The state has the wherewithal to galvanise 
consumers and retailers towards a more plant based diet. Empirical evidence shows 
that the state plays an integral part in influencing people’s diet.  
For instance, in Argentina, President Fernandez endorsed the ‘Carne para todos!’ 
37programme where five large mobile trucks toured the Buenos Aires district of La 
Matanza and sold 10,000kg of different cuts of beef per day. The aim was to offer 40% 
cheaper prices for beef, compared to meat from butchers. This event shows that it is 
possible for governments to initiate programmes which increase or at least encourage 
meat consumption; therefore, it is equally possible for them to do the opposite. 
Governments can mobilise public action by making certain dietary choices more 
accessible and/or affordable.  
ii) Demand Side Intervention Objection  
An objection to governments intervening with meat prices, is that it will 
consequently influence levels of demand, making it unlikely that a long-term 
reduction in meat will happen. This is a point that O’Neil highlights, she is 
unconvinced that deliberations and actions used by agents, such as, the state can make 
a real difference to the victims of famine and hunger.38 For instance, if governments 
endorse marketing campaigns which discourage people from buying and eating meat, 
                                                                 
37 “Carne Para Todos” Program 2011., available at http://www.ambito.com/579557-el-gobierno-lanzo-
el-plan-carne-para-todos [accessed 10/12/16] 
38 O’Neill, Onora. "Faces of Hunger: an essay on Poverty, Development and Justice." (1986).  
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then the quantity demanded will fall- ceteris paribus- the price will decrease. Short 
term there will be a reduction in consumption, but once prices fall, demand will rise 
again as consumers buy meat at lower prices.  
However, this objection does not mean that governments cannot successfully 
intervene in the meat industry. If it aims to reduce meat consumption in the long term, 
then it needs to implement both supply and demand side policies. Supply side 
intervention such as taxes on imports, will ensure that fluctuations in demand will 
have a smaller impact on price and stabilize the meat market. If governments act 
accordingly and introduce measures which respond to market changes, then it can 
coordinate a reduction in meat on a long-term basis.  
iii) The Role of the State Vis-à-vis Individuals 
I focus on the state as opposed to individual consumers because states have more 
influence on public action compared with individual vegetarianism; states can enact 
policies or laws that can directly influence the behaviour of the populace. For instance, 
public information campaigns were recently used in China, which aims to encourage 
its citizens to reduce meat consumption by 50% between now and 2030.39 This shows 
that states can be the vanguard in campaigns against meat consumption because they 
have the wherewithal to initiate them and promote policies which can raise the 
publics’ awareness of the issue.  
Informing citizens about the implications of meat consumption is an effective way 
to change food habits, because when people are aware of the rationale behind anti-
meat campaigns, they are more likely to respond positively to measures authorized 
by the state.40 I hold the state responsible for protecting people’s capabilities because 
it is the agent that can best realise this obligation. The State is an effective agent in 
                                                                 
39 The Chinese Dietary Guidelines., available at 
http://dg.cnsoc.org/article/04/8a2389fd54b964c80154c1d781d90197.html [accessed 29.09.2016]  
40 Wellesley, Laura, Catherine Happer, and Antony Froggatt. "Changing Climate, Chan ging 
Diets." Chatham House (2015) p16. 
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galvanising people into action; if it is behind efforts to reduce meat consumption, then 
it can provide an impetus for individuals to do the same.   
iv) Short-Termism Objection  
A possible objection to states taking a central role, is that unless the majority of 
consumers make a strong indication of their preference towards plant based diets, 
then governments may not explicitly endorse anti-meat campaigns. This is due to 
short termism in democracy where governments are subject to frequent elections. 
Governments are more inclined to enact policies which appease the public, so they 
have more chance of re-election. This can cause a cycle of inertia; “inaction by 
government, industry, media and civil society leads to low public awareness which 
leads to low policy priority and the cycle continues.” 41 Regardless of the ability 
governments have in guiding the public, there is concern about the controversy of the 
policy in question, because if it is considered unpopular it may be relegated to the 
bottom of the political agenda.  
This is a credible objection and I agree that unless states feel that there is going to 
be support from individual consumers for their policy to reduce meat consumption, 
then another measure to protect people’s capabilities may be more suitable. However, 
concerns about public opinion towards meat reduction is not likely to be a serious 
issue because rates of vegetarianism and veganism have recently been on the rise. In 
the west new labels are surfacing such as ‘meat-reducers’, ‘meat-avoiders’ and 
‘flexitarians’, to describe the growing number of individuals who are actively trying 
to reduce their meat intake.  
It is possible to gauge the popularity of potential policies, such as, via 
questionnaires or consumer food trends and it seems that meat reduction is a goal that 
some consumers are already striving for. This implies that reducing meat 
                                                                 
41 Wellesley, Laura, Catherine Happer, and Antony Froggatt. "Changing Climate, Changing 
Diets." Chatham House (2015) p16. 
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consumption is likely to be welcomed by some of the public today, which makes it a 
feasible measure for states to enact. 
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Government Duties and its Scope 
i) A Case for Global Justice 
  So far, I argue that individuals are entitled to certain capabilities and it is the 
states’ responsibility to protect them. Now I address the issue of global justice and 
why states should collectively have a duty towards non-citizens. An objection to a 
universal capability approach is that states do not have jurisdiction over non-citizens, 
so it follows that they also do not have any obligations towards them. Narveson 
believes that states have positive duties to their fellow citizens, but this does not 
extend to those outside the national border.42 I argue that states should protect the 
capabilities of all individuals globally, and not solely focus on their own citizens.  
My claim is not that each state is responsible for each citizen of the world, but 
rather that all states taken together will likely result in more capabilities being realised. 
A reason to endorse universal moral duties is because people’s capabilities are also 
applied universally, regardless of where they are born. Nussbaum argues that minimal 
capabilities are universal, because everyone universally would agree that they are 
essential to a dignified life.43 States should strive for a just world and if collective 
responsibility of the capability approach is more likely to protect more people’s 
capabilities, then it is something that governments should support.44 
ii) Differentiated Responsibility  
 I establish that minimal capabilities are a universal entitlement and all states 
taken together are in a better position to protect people’s capabilities. Therefore, moral 
duties towards individuals in other states should be an appropriate measure. 
                                                                 
42 Narveson, Jan. "We don't owe them a thing! A tough-minded but soft-hearted view of aid to the 
faraway needy." The Monist 86.3 (2003): 419-433. 
43 Nussbaum, Martha C. Women and human development: The capabilities approach . Vol. 3. Cambridge 
University Press, 2001. p77 
44 See a reply to the Non-Harm Objection p16. For another moral reason, why states have a positive duty 
towards non-citizens; States’ involvement in the global economic order harms individuals globally 
and makes them morally responsible for it.  
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However, after outlining a global moral duty towards citizens, questions arise about 
allocating responsibilities. The claim that all states together are responsible, does not 
entail that every state is going to incur the same cost towards efforts made to protect 
people’s minimal capabilities. There are different ways to distribute this cost. In 
regards to meat consumption, this can be related to two factors: the ability to pay 
principle and the amount that states benefit principle. 
I do not endorse one principle over another, however I argue that states can 
only choose a principle that does not result in individuals falling below a minimum 
threshold of capabilities. 45 States can only be obligated to contribute towards 
measures which realise people’s capabilities, insofar as it does not consume too many 
recourses or funds which result in -their own- citizens having their capabilities 
undermined. It is reasonable to expect that the obligations are going to be unevenly 
distributed according to the chosen principle. So long as measures implemented to 
realise people’s capabilities are compatible with a sufficientarian position, then it can 
be morally endorsed.  
The only time that states can be exempt from acting on their moral duties, is if 
they do not have the means at their disposal to be able to contribute to these measures, 
without it resulting in the loss of capabilities for their own citizens. States can think 
about their ability to pay, their role in producing, consuming meat and benefiting from 
the meat industry, to guide them when they produce their own state specific meat 
reduction targets. All states are morally obligated to secure people’s capabilities, and 
at the same time, it is likely that there will be differentiated responsibility among them 
to fulfil this duty.  
iii) Ability to Pay Principle  
Based on the ability to pay principle, states who are able to fund programs that 
can reduce meat consumption, should contribute more to measures that protect 
                                                                 
45 See Sufficientarian Clause, p15. 
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people’s capabilities, than poorer states. The ability to pay principle is similar to the 
sufficientarian principle. They concur that transfers of recourses from better off to 
worse off persons is required, when “transfers could increase the total number of 
people who can live above the threshold that marks the minimum required for a 
decent quality of life.”46  
 For sufficientarianism, the economic position of states is relevant, because 
obligations for rich states to help those in other countries, depend on the position of 
the worse off in the recipient state. If the worse off live above the minimum threshold, 
then the moral duty on richer countries to transfer recourses to them is less binding. 
The sufficientarian principle can be applied to the Capability Approach, for instance, 
positive duties on states to protect the capabilities of others, depends on whether 
citizens in the recipient state live below Nussbaum’s minimal threshold.   
iv) Amount States Benefit Principle  
 A second factor which governments could consider when determining their 
differentiated responsibility, is the amount of meat they produce or the benefits they 
incur from meat consumption. States who benefit from the meat industry, are 
arguably those who produce a significant amount of meat, because they receive profits 
from sales. If differentiated responsibility was based on this principle, then states who 
produce more meat should be obligated to enforce more stringent measures to reduce 
meat consumption. This is similar to Bernice Lee’s assertion that ‘it is fair that 
developed countries should take the lead in cutting carbon emissions, as they account 
for over three-quarters of historical emissions.’47 The amount states benefit principle,  
implies that countries such as, Brazil and Ireland who are major exporters and 
                                                                 
46 Arneson, Richard, "Egalitarianism", The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Summer 2013 Edition), 
Edward N. Zalta (ed.), URL = <http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/sum2013/entries/egalitarianism/>.  
47 Lee, Bernice. "Managing the interlocking climate and resource challenges." International Affairs 85.6 
(2009): p1115. 
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producers of bovine meat, should cover a higher percentage of costs for anti-meat 
programs, than countries who produce lower levels of meat.  
 Overall, I have only presented two principles here, there exists other principles, 
such as, a polluter based principle, which governments could use to determine their 
differentiated responsibility in reducing meat consumption. It does not specifically 
matter which principle governments choose to use, however, it has to comply with 
the Sufficientarian Clause48 in order to be morally permissible.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
                                                                 
48 See Sufficientarian Clause, page 15. 
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Meat Reduction Goals 
i) Against a Total Ban  
Another point to clarify is how much reduction in meat is necessary? The 
argument presented here only establishes that states’ obligation to encourage less 
meat consumption is necessary insofar as it restores individuals’ ability to fulfil their 
minimal capabilities. A total ban on meat is not the goal and it is a radical step away 
from the notion of reducing meat consumption. This argument might hold true from 
an animal rights perspective where it is never permissible to eat meat. However, I am 
not referring to whether eating meat is fundamentally wrong; I am concerned about 
individuals’ capabilities and the role of meat consumption in easing poverty levels 
and hunger. Poor countries are particularly vulnerable to environmental degradation 
caused by meat consumption;49 the citizens in these countries are of my main concern, 
not the animals or environment per se. 
ii) The Ambiguity Objection   
A possible objection to this view is that it is too ambiguous to translate into 
government policy. For instance, it is difficult to know when there has been a sufficient 
level of meat reduction because poor people are unable to achieve their pre-politica l 
entitlements for several reasons, such as civil wars and natural disasters.50 Less meat 
consumption may not necessary manifest into an alleviation of poverty. This makes it 
difficult to determine when meat consumption has reduced sufficiently enough for 
individuals to live the life that they value. 
This scepticism is plausible and coming up with an estimate on how much meat 
reduction is necessary, may not be possible because of all the other variables that 
                                                                 
49 de Bakker, Erik, and Hans Dagevos. "Reducing meat consumption in today’s consumer society: 
questioning the citizen-consumer gap." Journal of Agricultural and Environmental Ethics 25.6 (2012): 
p888 
50 Sen, Amartya. Poverty and famines: an essay on entitlement and deprivation. Oxford university press, 
1981 
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influence people’s capabilities. Instead this paper offers ways of thinking about the 
moral dilemmas associated with meat consumption in a principled manner. I am 
ultimately making a case for states to reduce meat consumption but not offering an 
algorithm that determines how much meat should be reduced.   
Additionally, it is always better for states to err on the side of caution, in terms of 
government measures to protect people’s capabilities. This is because with the 
Sufficientarian clause,51 states are prohibited from causing individuals to fall below a 
minimum threshold. This means that meat reduction measures are unlikely to be 
considered too much. The Sufficientarian clause means that the positive effects of 
enacting measures to reduce meat consumption outweigh the possible negative 
effects.  
iii) The Effectiveness of Minimal Meat Reduction Policies  
Although how much less meat consumption governments should aim for, depends 
on too many variables to reach a precise conclusion, reports from the UN put things 
into perspective. They show that even a small reduction in meat will have a significant 
effect on other people’s development. For instance, the Food and Agricultura l 
Organisation calculated that, to suffice growing demands for food, overall food 
production needs to rise by some 70% before 2050.52 The estimate of 70% reflects 
people’s dietary patterns, so this is how much food production has to increase in order 
to satisfy people’s food preferences, not merely to feed the population and keep 
people alive and healthy. If the FAO can determine how much of the 70% increase in 
food production is necessary to specifically satisfy people’s demand for meat, then it 
can put into perspective the extent to which meat consumption consumes finite food 
stocks. This is because feeding livestock contributes to a percentage of the demand for 
human edible food grains.  
                                                                 
51 See page 15. 
52 Food and Agricultural Organisation of the UN (2009) Report from the High Level Expert Forum, ‘How 
to feed the world 2050’ 12-13 October 2009, Rome, FAO. 
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Although this information is not available, there is a report by the UN 
Environment Programme which calculates that the “cereals which on a business-as-
usual basis are expected to be fed to livestock by 2050 could, if they were instead used 
to feed people directly, provide the necessary food energy for over 3.5 billion 
people.”53 This accounts for just over half of the world’s population today. This shows 
that a rather high percentage of total food grains is used to satisfy people’s demand 
for meat. A relatively small reduction in meat consumption would result in a 
comparatively large increase in food availability which, if reallocated properly, can 
protect people’s capabilities.  
Regardless of how much meat consumption is reduced, any form of reduction 
would be an effective measure in the attempt to achieve food security. The first step, 
which this paper outlines, is why states have good reason to reduce meat 
consumption. Determining how much meat certain states should reduce is something 
that can be explored after and will likely vary from state to state depending on their 
current consumption patterns and ability to do so.54 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
  
                                                                 
53 Stevenson, P.J., ‘Industrial Livestock Production: the twin myths of efficiency and necessity’ 
Compassion in World Farming, available at https://www.ciwf.org.uk/media/7425974/industrial-
livestock-production-the-twin-myths-of-efficiency-and-necessity.pdf [accessed 08.09.2016] p9 
54 See Differentiated Responsibility p21. 
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Section II: Government Policies to Reduce Meat Consumption  
 
Soft Interventionist approach 
i) Introducing Meat Reduction Approaches  
The previous section established that there are good reasons to believe that 
governments have a universal moral duty to protect people’s capabilities, and 
reducing meat consumption is one way to do this. This section explores how 
governments can meet their meat reduction targets in a morally permissible way.  I will 
evaluate three sets of approaches that states can employ to exercise their duty to 
reduce meat consumption: Soft Intervention, which primarily refers to raising 
awareness and educating the public in ways to reduce personal meat consumption 
and the rationale behind it; Monetary Intervention such as economic incentives aimed 
at businesses to encourage them to incorporate more plant based ingredients into their 
products; and Coercive Intervention, which aims to change consumer, retailers and 
producers behaviour by restricting its consumption via legal means.  
Although I analyse these approaches separately, governments should aim to 
employ these strategies simultaneously as this will encourage people from all sections 
of the supply chain, to adopt a less meat intensive diet. The state should take a leading 
role, but a cohesive effort from all citizens is necessary for the states’ efforts to be 
effective. I will not argue that one approach is superior to another, rather each 
approach is integral and dependent on each other for a successful campaign in 
reducing meat consumption.  
Additionally, the effectiveness or feasibility of these methods will vary depending 
on which state employs them. For instance, members of the European Union may find 
it more difficult to enforce new legal restrictions in association with meat production, 
than states outside the EU, because they are bound by EU legislation. Therefore, some 
modifications will be necessary if governments want to use this template and apply it 
to their own state.  
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The primary purpose of this section is for states to be informed of the different 
approaches available to them in their effort to reduce meat consumption. It offers a 
broad introduction and analysis of the possible strategies that states can endorse, 
while still being morally permissible.  
The first set of approaches is the soft interventionist approach. This is arguably 
the least controversial and easiest for states to adopt in their quest to reduce meat 
consumption. It primarily revolves around raising awareness and educating citizens 
about the consequences of meat consumption, for instance, towards the environment55  
and public health. 56  Raising awareness can be an effective way to change people’s 
opinion about eating meat because it allows individuals to make more informed 
choices in regards to their diet.57  
States can provide citizens with a variety of different reasons to reduce their 
meat consumption, as a way of strengthening their campaign. A multifaceted way of 
raising awareness is likely to influence large numbers of people because it targets 
people who have different values. According to Robenstein, if consumers’ beliefs are 
affected by new information, “their consumption patterns will be affected as well.” 58 
This means that states have the ability to nudge citizens into adopting certain food 
patterns, and they can do this by collaborating with health and environmental experts 
in their campaign to reduce meat consumption. 
                                                                 
55 Schwarzer, S., ‘Growing greenhouse gas emissions due to meat production’ Report by UNEP Global 
Environmental Alert Service, (2012) available at http://www.unep.org/pdf/unep-geas_oct_2012.pdf [accessed 
02.09.2016]   
56 Robenstein, Rodney G., and Walter N. Thurman. "Health risk and the demand for red meat: 
evidence from futures markets." Review of Agricultural Economics (1996): p629-641. Scientific evidence 
shows that diets high in cholesterol and fat, both found in red meat, increase the risk of heart disease.  
57 Hoffman, Jerome R., et al. "The roulette wheel: An aid to informed decision making."  PLoS Med 3.6 
(2006): e137. See here for more ideas about specific tools which can be used to make government 
advice more comprehensible to the public. 
58 Robenstein, Rodney G., and Walter N. Thurman. "Health risk and the demand for red meat: 
evidence from futures markets." Review of Agricultural Economics (1996): 629-641. 
31 
 
Nudges to Reduce Meat Consumption: Governments enacting measures with the intention 
to influence individual choices and encourage people to reduce meat consumption.59 
 Yashar Saghai gives a formal interpretation of the concept, ‘A nudges B when A makes 
it more likely that B will φ, by triggering B’s automatic cognitive processes, while 
preserving B’s freedom of choice.’60 If governments act as a choice architect,61 then they 
can enact measures which will have beneficial effects, such as, reducing meat 
consumption to protect people’s capabilities. Governments can modify the school 
curriculum or choose marketing strategies which denounces meat eating, and this will 
influence consumer attitudes towards meat.    
ii) Preference Adjusting via the School Curriculum and the Media  
An example of preference adjusting measures that governments could endorse, 
is to include the subject of animal production into the school curriculum. For instance, 
in history lessons, children can compare the ways in which animals were farmed 
during pre-industrial times, with the method of intensive farming which is used 
today. In geography and science lessons, there can be information about the effects 
meat consumption has on the environment, such as the use of land for the livestock 
industry. Utilising the national curriculum as a platform to disseminate information 
about meat consumption is effective, because it can guarantee that all school educated 
children will be subject to this information. Schools can encourage a more plant based 
diet, such as vegetarian lunch options, to avoid habituating children to a diet high in 
meat consumption.62  
                                                                 
59 Leonard, Thomas C. "Richard H. Thaler, Cass R. Sunstein, Nudge: Improving decisions about 
health, wealth, and happiness." Constitutional Political Economy 19.4 (2008): 356-360. See here for more 
information on nudges used in different contexts and by different choice architectures.  
60 Saghai, Yashar. "Salvaging the concept of nudge." Journal of Medical Ethics39.8 (2013): 487-493. 
61 Leonard, Thomas C. "Richard H. Thaler, Cass R. Sunstein, Nudge: Improving decisions about 
health, wealth, and happiness." Constitutional Political Economy 19.4 (2008): 356-360. 
62 Not all education is considered nudging, however subjects taught with the intention to change 
children’s eating preferences and/or consumption, can be interpreted as nudging.  
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To supplement soft intervention in schools, governments can also influence 
commercial advertising and preference adjusting via media. This will reach a wide 
target audience, with the aim to inspire citizens to reduce their meat consumption. 
Some examples include ‘Meat Free Mondays’63 which is a not-for-profit organisation 
launched by Paul McCartney; it raises awareness about the environmental and health 
impacts of meat as well as providing meat free alternative recipes. Its success has been 
reflected by the recent endorsement from US cities such as California, San Francisco 
and San Diego. The city council in these States approved a resolution to adopt a 
Meatless Monday and several restaurants have signed up in the attempt to reduce the 
amount of meat they eat. This shows that media campaigns backed by politicians 
and/or celebrities can be effective tools in normalising behaviour and giving citizens 
confidence to change their dietary habits.  
Bakker also highlights the effectiveness of promoting meat-free days or 
introducing low meat dinner recipes because they offer relatively simple ways in 
reducing meat consumption, that do not seem too burdensome to adopt.64 These 
initiatives are primarily supported by smart campaigns or NGOs but should also be 
funded or encouraged by government organisations.  
iii) Objections to Preference Adjusting Intervention: Counter-Cultural  
An objection to preference adjusting intervention, include concerns about 
promoting a plant based diet into a country which consumes high levels of meat. 
Zwarthoed argues that people who diverge from the ‘normal’ practices within a 
certain culture are more likely to be ostracized.65 Being ostracised can be detrimental 
                                                                 
63 Meat Free Monday available at  http://www.meatfreemondays.com/sacramento-joins-meat-free-
monday/ [accessed 13.10.2016] 
64 de Bakker, Erik, and Hans Dagevos. "Reducing meat consumption in today ’s consumer society: 
questioning the citizen-consumer gap." Journal of Agricultural and Environmental Ethics 25.6 (2012): 
p877-894 
65 Zwarthoed, Danielle. "Creating frugal citizens: The liberal egalitarian case for teaching 
frugality." Theory and Research in Education 13.3 (2015): p296. 
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to people’s well-being because it can threaten one of their minimal capabilities.66 
Living a meaningful life relies on relationships with others, and if reducing meat 
consumption is not something that friends and family understand, then individuals 
may find themselves judged and shunned.  
I disagree that people’s dietary habits can be so controversial that it ostracises 
people or causes a significant divide amongst friends and family. However, 
Zwarthoed’s objection may be true to a lesser degree. People might be reluctant to 
reduce their meat consumption if there is peer pressure to eat a high amount. To 
address this concern, countries can reduce certain types of meat consumption, while 
not being too counter cultural.  This is because consumption of all types of meat, is not 
an integral part of every culture or nation.  
The Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development has formulated 
charts to show how much meat was consumed per capita, in different countries during 
the year 2015.67 The two charts represent the consumption of pork and beef 
respectively and show how many kilograms per capita were consumed. It shows that 
China and the European Union both dominated the market for pork; on average, each 
person was estimated to have consumed more than 30kg, while Argentina consumed 
8.2kg per capita. On the other hand, China and the EU had significantly lower levels 
of consumption per capita of beef: 3.8kg and 10.8kg respectively, while Argentina’s 
consumption was a staggering 40.4kg per capita. Countries such as India, Pakistan 
and Ghana were consistent in their relatively low levels of meat consumption.  
The objection to reducing meat consumption based on the concern that individuals 
feel peer pressured to follow cultural food trends, highly depends on what kind of 
meat people plan to reduce and which country it is in. Campaigns to reduce beef 
                                                                 
66 Nussbaum, Martha C. "Capabilities and human rights." Fordham L. Rev. 66 (1997): p287 See 
Capability 7. 
67 OECD (2016), Meat consumption (indicator ). doi: 10.1787/fa290fd0-en (Accessed on 14 October 
2016) 
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consumption in India for instance, will be less controversial than ones in Argentina. 
States should consider their current levels of meat consumption to gauge how 
contentious their anti-meat campaigns may be. By understanding the food habits of 
its’ citizens, it is possible for states to launch meat reduction campaigns while 
simultaneously not being too countercultural. 
Furthermore, the objection to preference adjusting intervention based on 
countercultural concerns, is only valid if raising awareness about meat consumption 
was not successfully implemented in the first place. For instance, individuals do not 
need to feel as if they cannot be part of traditions such as, Sunday roast dinners, if 
campaigns successfully provide recipes for vegetarian alternatives. This objection 
simply implies that soft intervention approaches need to factor in cultural norms and 
offer meat free substitutes which allow citizens to continue to partake in cultural 
activities.  
Additionally, public schools have shown that they can promote values which 
have become standards in our society such as, religious tolerance, human rights or 
gender equality.68 It is likely that schools can impose new norms into society, such as 
eating less meat, without children feeling ostracised by following it. Soft intervention 
methods could also incorporate Contrepied Strategies 
Contrepied Strategies: It is unlikely that new dietary habits will ostracise people. 
Contrepied Strategies are methods or techniques implemented with the goal to give 
people confidence to do things that oppose social expectations and enable children to 
cope with peer pressure.69  
This is something that governments can incorporate into the school curriculum 
because it will increase the chances of students reducing their meat consumption, even 
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if it goes against cultural norms. I disagree that people’s eating habits can severely 
damage people’s relationship with friends and family, however concerns about 
cultural peer pressure to eat high quantities of meat can be addressed. There are 
measures available that states can use, which will allow people to reduce meat 
consumption while not feeling like an outcast. They can be especially useful in a 
society transitioning away from high levels of meat consumption.  
iv) Objections to Preference Adjusting Intervention: Structuralist 
Another objection to soft intervention measures, is that they will be ineffective. 
Structuralist’s argue that individual behaviours are driven by political, economic and 
social structures, so educating individuals to change their consumption habits is 
pointless.70 They believe that most adults have a blasé attitude towards their food and 
care little about their dietary or environmental impact. Instead they follow egoistic 
motivating factors such as “price, enjoyment and quality.”71  
There are three responses to this objection. Firstly, it is not morally permissible 
to stop educating the public, based on the supposition that awareness raising is futile 
against the structures of society. The structuralist argument undermines the intrinsic 
value of the ability to reason. Regardless of how effective people are at reasoning, the 
opportunity to exercise this ability is intrinsically important. The ability to reason and 
being able to engage in critical reflection about the planning of one’s life, is an example 
of a capability that should be protected.72 If governments do not provide individua ls 
with information because they presume that consumers would merely follow the 
social structures which structuralism refers to, then states would fail in their duty to 
protect people’s minimal capabilities. The more dedicated states are to raising 
                                                                 
70 Maniates, Michael F. "Individualization: Plant a tree, buy a bike, save the world?" Global 
environmental politics 1.3 (2001): 31-52. 
71 de Bakker, Erik, and Hans Dagevos. "Reducing meat consumption in today ’s consumer society: 
questioning the citizen-consumer gap." Journal of Agricultural and Environmental Ethics 25.6 (2012): 
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72 Nussbaum, Martha C. "Capabilities and human rights."  Fordham L. Rev. 66 (1997): p287 See 
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awareness about meat consumption, the more equipped citizens will be to make 
informed food choices.  
Secondly, it is more likely that consumers do make educated decisions in 
regards to their food. Consumers today are described as reflexive consumers who can 
evaluate information and decide for themselves whether the information will impact 
on their dietary habits. 73  This means that consumers are not solely driven by economic 
and social structures of society, but instead, use their autonomy to make reasoned 
food choices.  
Reflexive Consumer: An objection to the Structuralist argument, is the reflexive 
consumer. They listen to and evaluate claims made by groups organised around a 
particular food issue, and they evaluate their own activities based on what they feel is 
the legitimacy of these claims. 74  
Thirdly, the notion of reflexive consumers may be reflected by the rise in 
vegetarianism in recent years. I argue on the contrary to Structuralism; soft 
interventionist methods are likely to be effective because meat reducers form a 
considerable part of the consumer population.75 In England, there is a considerable 
rise in the number of people aged between 16-25 years old, who consider themselves 
vegetarians or vegan. Adverts promoting a reduction in meat consumption already 
have a receptive consumer audience, who are willing to change their consumption 
habits. This means that measures to reduce meat consumption are likely to be effective 
because consumer trends show that it would be a desirable measure and be well 
received by many western societies.  
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Soft interventionist methods provide practical support for consumers and can 
have substantial impact on those who are already trying to reduce their meat intake. 
They are also important because if they are successfully implemented, they will likely 
reduce resistance to more interventionist measures, which is what the next two 
sections will elaborate on.  
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Monetary Interventionist Approach 
i) Incentivising the Supply Chain  
Monetary intervention refers to economic incentives or deterrents that the state can 
implement, to encourage institutions or businesses in the food industry, to either 
reduce their meat production or adopt plant based alternatives. It is more coercive 
than soft interventionist methods, because not only does it change people’s attitudes 
to meat but it uses costs and benefits to directly influence people’s decisions. Money 
can arguably play a more significant role in people’s food consumption decisions, than 
reasoned arguments, because it entails a monetary sacrifice or reward.  Granted, this 
assumes that people and businesses today live in a capitalist society and are driven by 
profit and cost.  
Others might object, and argue that society is shifting and departing from a profit 
driven mind set and adopting more sustainable and holistic business practises, 
however this narrative is yet to be unanimously confirmed on a global scale. For this 
reason, it is plausible to assume that money is an influential variable in regards to 
meat consumption. Additionally, monetary intervention varies from soft intervention 
because it targets multiple agents within the supply chain, rather than solely the 
consumer. The meat supply chain is complex and varies between different kinds of 
meat, however it can be reduced to this model: 
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The production of meat can be influenced by targeting each sector of the supply 
chain and this section will unpack some of the methods that governments can employ 
to either reduce the consumption of meat or increase the production of plant based 
foods.  
ii) Increasing the Cost of Feed Grains 
One method that governments can employ, is to increase the cost of feed grains by 
levying a tax on the cost of buying human edible grains used for livestock. This will 
primarily target the source of the supply chain, namely the feed producers and the 
farmers who buy the grain. The United Nations endorse the idea of levying taxes 
earlier on in the supply chain of meat, rather than adding it to the final price that 
consumers pay. This is because targeting operating costs of a company is likely to have 
significant influence on production quantity.  For instance, Norton argues that corn 
prices represent a significant proportion of the operating costs within the cattle 
industry.76 This is supported by data from the Department of Agricultural Economics 
at Kansas State University. A study was conducted to show that feed is the most 
substantial input at all stages of production. For instance, at the beef finishing stage, 
feed costs averaged roughly 85.9 percent of total variable costs.77  
If governments want to effectively influence the meat industry, then they should 
implement economic incentives which target the price of feed costs. Higher feed costs 
to producers mean higher operating costs. In the short term, unless farmers offset 
higher feed costs onto processors, retailers or consumers, then- ceteris paribus- their 
profits will reduce. Higher costs imposed on agents further up to the supply chain, 
would mean less demand and ultimately less profit for the same quantity sold. In the 
long-term, farmers might be inclined to reduce their cattle production and focus on 
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producing other foodstuffs which have lower operational costs. Additionally, because 
a tax on feed constitutes a significant amount in terms of operating costs, it is unlikely 
that the suppliers can completely offset the tax onto consumers, without introducing 
unattractively high retail prices.  
iii) Objections to Higher Feed Grain Costs  
Farmers might argue that it is unfair for them to be burdened by the transitional 
costs of a society moving towards a less meat intensive diet. Artificially high grain 
cost prices might be unjust to farmers because it entails discrimination against a 
certain work force.78 Those who work in livestock breeding and rearing may feel that 
they are not being treated equally to others, because a staple product (food grains) 
that they rely on for their business, is being taxed highly.  
This objection might be legitimate, but governments can accommodate for it by 
compensating farmers and helping them farm alternative products. Governments can 
respond to concerns about fairness, by endorsing more investment into research and 
design for hybrid products and plant based alternatives. This increases the 
accessibility of plant based foods to consumers. A Dutch food company called Dutch 
Protein and Services79 has already invested in meat analogues where it offers varieties 
of textured vegetable protein which can be used for hybrid meat products or 
vegetarian alternatives. Het Planeet80 is another Dutch company which produces meat 
substitutes based on soy, lupins and peas as well as other proteins such as insects and 
algae.  
An objection to hybrid products, could be that they are not as popular as meat 
products, so are not a suitable alternative to sufficiently compensate farmers for high 
feed grain taxes. Some consumers may be averse to hybrid products because of 
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concerns regarding taste. However, this objection is only likely to be short term and 
may only apply to people who have not tried hybrid products before. A taste test 
conducted by Het Planeet revealed that there was no strong public preference to 
whole meat products in comparison to hybrid products because, a hybrid meatball 
took second place.81 These results may be biased considering that they were organised 
by a hybrid meat company, nonetheless, it shows that hybrid products do have the 
potential to be an effective way of reducing meat consumption and addressing 
concerns farmers have about being treated fairly. The taste test also shows that 
consumers’ reluctance to buy hybrid products, stems from their perception of its taste. 
Therefore, if states encourage a move towards less meat and more meat substitutes, 
then it will help to normalise a plant based diet and break down any preconceived 
misconceptions individuals have surrounding hybrid meat products.  
An additional measure which governments could enact, to mitigate legitimate 
reprisals from the meat industry, is to funnel the money from taxes back into the 
industry. Government investment in meat analogues should come from taxes 
imposed on feed grains. This can ease financial pressure on retailers and processors 
because the revenue they lose in a reduction in the supply of meat products can be 
replaced with vegetarian or hybrid products. This will signal to the meat industry, 
that the government is not trying to discriminate against them, instead it tries to 
support agricultural workers into a direction away from meat.  
If there is sufficient government support in a transition away from meat, then this 
sector can establish itself once again. The state should support the livestock industry 
and food retail sector in developing different farming practices which do not centre 
around meat production. This will reassure that those working in the meat industry  
are not being discriminated against and can still be employable, in a society 
transitioning away from meat.    
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iv) Meat- A Fair Price reflection  
Another form of economic (dis)incentives that the government can undertake, is 
to ensure that the market price of meat fairly reflects its production cost, including its 
externalities on natural recourses. Negative externalities from the meat industry can 
be defined as the negative consequences of meat production which affects third 
parties, such as, individuals or the environment, without being reflected in market 
prices.  Pricing meat fairly requires two steps. Firstly, reducing or removing subsidies 
to the livestock industry so it does not distort real prices, and secondly, ensuring that 
retailers incorporate the social and environmental externalities into the cost of meat. 
The latter can be done by levying a tax on the use of recourses.  
A possible objection from farmers, could be that a tax on the use of recourses is 
unjust because it undermines their ‘Control over one’s Environment.’82 Nussbaum’s 
capability refers to individuals right to being able to hold property, which includes 
land and other environmental recourses. I agree that people’s right to hold property 
is an important ability that governments should not infringe on, however proposing 
a tax on the use of public recourses such as water does not affect individuals right to 
private property. For instance, the United Nations claim that “up to 90% of 
wastewater in developing countries flows untreated into rivers, lakes and high 
productive coastal zones.” 83 This shows that the collateral damage caused by meat 
production, affects public recourses and is not confined to individuals’ own private 
property. Farmers in the meat industry can be taxed for polluting natural recourses 
without this infringing on their right to hold private property.  
In regards to subsidies, Catherin Happer, from the international think tank 
Chatham House has compiled data which shows that livestock subsidies in the 34 
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OECD nations alone were $53billion in 2013, including an average of $190 per cow. 84 
This shows that hitherto many states are guilty of propping up an unsustainable food 
market, which has negative implications on human development. The United States 
are notorious for their endorsement of subsidies to the livestock industry, in 
comparison to the fruit and vegetable industry. Reports claim that the “American 
government spends $38 billion per year to subsidise meat and dairy, but only 0.4% of 
that ($17 million) to subsidise fruits and vegetables.”85 The exact figure of subsidies 
per year depend on factors such as market prices of crops, but despite figures being 
estimates, there clearly is a disparity between the meat industry and other food 
sectors, in regards to government support.  
From a purely economic perspective, subsidies distort the economy as well as 
discourage farmers from innovating. However, my criticism is not of subsidies per se, 
but how governments allocate them. I object to subsidies to the meat industry because 
it is paid for by all taxpayers, including vegetarians and those who eat little meat. It is 
unfair that citizens who choose not to eat meat are paying for subsidies which reduce 
operational costs and proliferate meat consumption.  Governments should subsidise 
goods or services which its citizens would benefit from or be in favour of, but for some, 
meat consumption satisfies neither of these clauses.  
The extent to which the meat industry is subsidised also puts into perspective how 
uneconomical the whole process is, and begs the question: Why are governments 
funding an industry which damages the environment, causes health problems, kills 
sentient beings and threatens people’s capabilities?  By exposing the realities of the 
meat industry through unaltered prices, consumers will be better equipped in their 
ability to form a conception of the good and to engage in critical reflection about the 
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planning of one’s life.86 Reducing government subsidies to the meat industry is 
intrinsically important in helping to protect people’s capability to reason. In the long 
term, it will also reduce meat consumption as meat prices will rise and the industry 
becomes unprofitable.  
v) The Advantages of Supply Side Tax  
Some might argue that economic incentives can disproportionately affect the poor, 
and it becomes unfair to those who have low disposable incomes, because they cannot 
afford to eat as much meat as people with higher wages. The least advantaged 
members of society might feel that higher prices on certain food products unfairly 
discriminates them. This concern is more credible in reference to demand side tax as 
opposed to supply side tax, which I have argued in favour for so far. Supply side tax 
is mainly imposed on the feed producers, farmers and retailers and puts pressure on 
reducing the quantity of meat supplied to the market. This is because supply-side taxes 
significantly affect the operational costs of producing meat. Transferring the costs of 
supply-side taxes to consumers, is likely to be unprofitable because retail prices of 
meat would have to increase significantly to counterbalance supply-side taxes, such 
as, on feed grains. This means that supply side tax is less likely to unfairly target the 
worse off, because the cost to consumers is minimally affected.  
A supporter of demand side tax could argue that it is possible to impose a tax on 
certain cuts of meat, which will not affect the poor. For instance, data was collected of 
choices made by 12,255 American consumers during 2014 when US beef and pork 
prices reached a record high. 87  The results show that those on higher incomes were 
more likely to choose steak or chicken breast, compared with those on lower incomes 
who were more inclined to choose ground beef, chicken wings and deli ham. This 
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shows that the effects of higher retail prices on the poor, depends on which type of 
meat is taxed. It is possible for there to be a demand side tax on fillet steak for instance, 
which is less likely to affect the consumption patterns of the poor.  
However, I am arguing for a reduction in meat consumption across the board, not 
just of specific cuts. Additionally, this example shows that people on higher incomes 
might feel unfairly treated, if taxes were specifically imposed on fillet steaks. Demand 
side taxes are likely to unfairly affect certain demographics, because the tax is levied 
on consumers rather than suppliers. Governments should opt for economic incentives 
which target the supply chain, because this will reduce meat consumption in general.  
vi) Undue Inducement 
Another objection to economic incentives in general, is that although they are not 
coercive, there are concerns that they can be so influential that it constitutes undue 
inducement.  
Undue Inducement Objection: Economic incentives are bad, if the benefit offered is so large, 
it is enough to short circuit the recipient’s free and autonomous choice.88  
Autonomous choice is fundamental to people’s ability to live a flourishing life.89 If 
economic incentives undermine people’s ability to do this, then it encroaches on their 
fundamental rights.  
 My response is that economic incentives described in this chapter do limit people’s 
choices to some extent, but that is unproblematic. Nussbaum does not presuppose 
unlimited choice; it has to be done in accordance with the rights of others.90 Economic 
incentives are an example of where we limit the choice of some in order to protect the 
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capabilities of people who are burdened by meat consumption.91  Economic incentives 
can be permissible insofar as they adhere to the Sufficientarian Clause,92 and do not 
result in other people falling below a minimum threshold of capabilities.  
Furthermore, on the contrary to the Undue Inducement Objection, removing 
government subsidies and adding a tax on the externalities caused by the meat 
industry is likely to strengthen consumer’s ability to reason, rather than hamper it. It 
informs consumers about the true costs of eating meat. They would understand that 
meat is expensive because of the damages it incurs to society and the environment. 
This stops consumers being deceived by artificially low prices of meat. The economic 
incentives that I have argued for, are merely a way of getting rid of pro-meat economic 
incentives that have existed so far. This allows individuals to exercise their ability to 
reason and decide for themselves if meat consumption is worth it, considering the 
negative externalities that come with it.   
Overall economic incentives should be used by governments because they are 
likely to be more effective at reducing meat consumption than soft intervention alone. 
While nudges are less likely to receive public backlash, and are less controversia l, 
there is an implicit understanding that economic incentives are more powerful tools 
in changing people’s dietary habits.93 Economic incentives can be an effective way to 
reduce meat consumption by reducing its supply. Measures such as putting taxes on 
the operating costs of meat production and taking away government subsidies from 
meat towards plant based foods, is instrumental in encouraging food producers to 
move away from high intensity meat production.  
To compliment monetary and soft interventionist approaches used by states, 
there are also coercive measures, which consolidate the government’s position on an 
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issue and aims to shape people’s decisions and behaviour; this method will be 
explored next.  
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Coercive Interventionist Approach 
i) Mildly Coercive Measures 
So far, this paper has outlined soft interventionist measures which primarily target 
consumers and monetary intervention which is aimed at members of the supply chain. 
These methods are explicitly non-coercive in their attempt to reduce global meat 
consumption. They maintain people’s autonomy by allowing them to act contrary to 
nudges and incentives which push for a reduction in meat, without fearing significant 
reprisal. This section will evaluate mildly coercive measures that governments can 
employ, to signal their commitment towards flexitarian diets and less meat 
consumption.  
Mild Coercion: Levels of coercion that is limited to the Sufficientarian Clause.94 Coercion is 
permissible, if (and only if) it does not result in causing people to fall below a minimal 
threshold of capabilities.   
Coercive intervention in this section refers to legal restrictions which curb or limit 
individuals to act within the confines of the law. For instance, governments forcing its 
citizens to do something which diminishes their freedom or responsibility, can be 
described as coercion. 95 Legislations are arguably more binding than cultural norms 
and pressures from the media because they incur penalties in the form of fines or 
punishments such as prison sentences, to those who disobey the law. Whereas, 
individuals who act contrary to norms imposed by the media (soft intervention) are 
likely to be ostracized at worst and admired at best.  
Despite the concept of coercion resonating negative connotations such as 
forcefulness, coercion does not always have to be illegitimate. There can be times when 
coercion is not only acceptable but necessary, for instance between the state and its 
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citizens. Philosophers such as Hobbes,96 Locke97 and Rousseau98 have fuelled debates 
surrounding the justification of states use of coercion and it continues to be a contested 
topic. Although this section will address the legitimacy of coercive measures that 
governments can employ to reduce meat consumption, I will not be discussing the 
concept of coercion per se. By evaluating potential coercive methods, I am implicitly 
supporting the supposition that governments use of coercion is authorised so long as 
it adheres to the Sufficientarian Clause.99  
ii) The Sale of Meat in Public Institutions  
So now let us explore some restrictive measures which governments can 
implement in their quest to reduce meat consumption. One way of doing this is by 
banning its sale in public institutions such as schools, hospitals, prisons, and public 
cafeterias. Governments could restrict the selling of meat in these areas because 
targeting public institutions is an effective way of galvanizing public support. This 
was notable with ‘Jamie’s School Dinners’; a British television series aired in 2005, 
where TV chef Jamie Oliver tried to overhaul the British school lunch system by 
cutting down on junk food and replacing it with healthier alternatives. It gained 
momentum and led to the broader campaign called ‘Feed Me Better’, which saw 
271,677 people sign its online petition to ban junk foods.100 The Government 
responded to the public consensus for healthier lunch menus, and consequently 
banned soft drinks and certain processed meat products such as ‘turkey twizzlers’.  
Government regulations are effective when they collaborate with public 
institutions, such as schools, because together they have the potential to significantly 
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change the nations dietary habits. This is because 91.2% of all British school children 
aged 3- 16 attend state funded primary and secondary schools;101 schools provide a 
wide platform that the government can use to encourage a reduction in meat on a 
national scale.  
An objection to banning or restricting food items in public institutions, is that it is 
too restrictive and unfairly affects those who like to eat meat. People who have a 
strong attachment to meat eating might feel that their capability to experience 
pleasure,102 is unjustly taken away from them. My response is that people are not 
entitled to unlimited amounts of access to pleasure, but merely sufficient. The measure 
to reduce meat consumption via restricting its sales in public institutions would have 
to be in accordance with the Sufficientarian Clause;103 it is permissible insofar as it does 
not result in people falling below a minimal threshold of capabilities. Governments 
must ensure that they provide citizens with a sufficient level of ways to access 
pleasure, but they are legitimately permitted to restrict meat consumption in public 
institutions, to some extent. 104 
Additionally, governments could also reduce public dismay, by providing 
individuals with the opportunity to bring in their own food. The change of menu does 
not force people to eat only what it offers, instead it makes it more difficult to have a 
diet high in meat consumption. The goal of this measure is to normalise people’s 
eating habits to one that does not include much meat and allow people to experience 
pleasure from vegetarian diets, in an easy and accessible way. By changing menus in 
public institutions, consumers will find it easier to adopt government guidelines for 
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less meat consumption. But they still have the freedom to eat elsewhere or bring in 
meat, if they prefer.    
Furthermore, the use of nudges105 is important when governments try to 
smoothly transition consumers into meat reducers. For example, in 2007 England 
enforced a smoking ban in all enclosed public spaces. The smoking ban received 
relatively little back lash mainly because other measures to reduce smoking had been 
enforced years before the final ban was enacted. For instance, television advertising of 
cigarettes was banned in 1965 and a complete ban on all tobacco advertising 
culminated in 2005.106 It was a forty-five-year process that began by changing public 
attitudes towards cigarettes which led to certain restrictions of its usage. Governments 
trying to reduce meat consumption can take from this example, that banning certain 
consumable goods, is possible but requires years of awareness raising and education 
for a smooth transition.  
iii) Restricting the Promotion of Meat via the Media  
Another sector that states can collaborate with to reduce meat consumption is the 
media. The influence that media corporations and advertisements have on the 
populace is vast. Today’s social media culture means that the platform for advertising 
products and services has increased, which means that its scope of influence has also 
widened. A Report from Chatham House claim that the global food retail sector is 
worth $4 trillion a year, and of the 10 largest global advertisers in terms of spending 
in 2013, six were food and beverage companies. 107 Government campaigns 
denouncing the consumption of meat, are consequently faced with tough competition 
against adverts which encourage consumers to eat more. Therefore, bans or 
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restrictions on pro-meat adverts can be an effective way to ensure that adverts 
promoting vegetarian diets are not undermined.   
It is difficult to quantify exactly how effective meat adverts are on people’s food 
choices because there are numerous other variables which contribute to consumer 
decisions. Nonetheless, a study was undertaken which shows the relationship 
between food advertising and unhealthy foods choices. Participants were split into 
groups to do tasks and before they completed this, some were subject to 
advertisements promoting unhealthy food products. The study showed that 95% of 
those who were exposed to adverts, went on to choose unhealthy food snacks, 
compared with those who were not shown unhealthy food adverts.108 Despite the 
experiment not being able to control all of the variables which effect consumer food 
choice, it does put into perspective how influential food advertisement is. The study 
implies that, coercive measures which target the advertisement industry, are likely to 
have a significant effect on individual food choice.  
An objection to a total ban on meat adverts could come from meat corporations. 
They might argue that in a free market economy they should be permitted to use 
whichever marketing techniques they think will be most effective in increasing sales. 
A total ban on meat adverts might feel unjust to the meat industry, because it unfairly 
hinders their chances in promoting their goods. However, my claim is that businesses 
are only permitted to endorse goods or services which do not result in people falling 
below a minimum threshold of capabilities. The meat industries’ right to advertise for 
meat products, should not be completely unlimited. This is because excessive meat 
consumption can affect the capabilities of the poor in other states.109  
I agree that states should protect businesses’ rights to advertise products, but they 
should limit certain advertising rights of products which could threaten people’s 
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minimal capabilities, such as, meat products. States can do this by implementing a 
specific ban of meat adverts which are aimed at children. Children tend to be more 
susceptible to marketing methods; they cleverly use cartoons and child friendly 
content to grab children’s attention and present products such as meat, in a 
compelling and attractive way.  Not only are children more influenced by adverts but 
they will inevitably grow into active members of society; if they became accustomed 
to adverts advocating for plant based diets, then they are less likely to choose to 
habitually eat meat as adults. Ultimately, coercive measures such as restricting meat 
adverts, is morally permissible because meat products threaten people’s minimal 
capabilities and therefore, its marketing techniques should not be unlimited.  
iv) Quotas on Imports and Exports of Meat Products  
Furthermore, states can impose more restrictive quotas on imports and exports of 
meat; this has wider global implications than the two previous coercive measures 
suggested. For instance, if a country enforces more stringent caps on meat imports, 
then global demand for meat will go down and this will reduce meat consumption in 
the short term, but it will also mean that meat prices will fall. Concerns about reduced 
meat prices resulting in higher meat consumption can be curbed by reducing the 
global supply of meat. The advantage of governments controlling import and export 
levels, means that it can keep meat prices relatively stable, to counterbalance the 
fluctuations in demand, that follow changes in the market.  
The meat industry might object to this measure because it undermines those within 
a free market economy and stops certain meat exporters from being as profitable as 
possible. Without a cap on meat exports, the meat industry can decide how they want 
to respond to the natural ebb and flow of market mechanisms, such as supply and 
demand. However, government quotas undermine this and decide which business 
models will be most profitable. 
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A reply to this objection from Narveson’s point of view, would be that free trade 
is not a pre-political entitlement or an end goal; it is only desirable if it keeps people 
above a minimum threshold.110 In this thesis, Narveson’s minimal threshold concept 
is interpreted as being minimal capabilities. If we apply this idea to meat reduction 
measures, then free trade in goods and services should not be limited, if they affect 
people’s minimal capabilities. This means that free trade in meat products need to be 
in accordance with the Sufficientarian Clause.111 Governments are permitted to restrict 
the import and export of meat, to ensure that it does not infringe on people’s minimal 
capabilities.  
The meat industry in free market economies are already subject to some form of 
limitation from the state. For example, in the United Kingdom, companies who want 
to export beef to the Unites States have to first obtain an Advanced Fixing Certificate 
which is a license that allows them to export no more than 5,000 tons per 90 days.112 
Similarly, If British meat businesses want to import beef from the United States or 
Canada, then they must apply for a license to authorise them to import no more than 
11,500 tonnes within a three-month period.113 Quotas like these should continue to be 
applied to the meat industry, because meat products are linked to poverty and hunger 
in other countries.114 Businesses’ autonomy to free trade should not be unlimited when 
it has the potential to threaten people’s minimal capabilities.  
v) Nanny-state Objection to Coercive Measures  
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_March_2012.pdf [accessed 23.10.2016]  
114 See Chapter one, p6. 
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An objection to coercive measures in general, is that of nanny-statism and paternalism. 
These traits are deemed undesirable in Liberal States because they take away people’s 
freedom to act on their reasoned judgments. Paternalism has a negative connotation: 
taking away people’s responsibilities and freedom under the guise of protection.  
I argue that states can permissibly reduce meat consumption by enacting 
mildly coercive measures, while still protecting people’s autonomy to live a life that 
they consider good. Zwarthoed argues that neutrality is a distinctive feature of 
Liberalism and the neutrality doctrine affirms “public institutions should avoid 
intentionally promoting one controversial conception of the good life over others.”115 
  My claim is that reducing meat consumption does not promote one 
conception of the good life over others. Eating less meat is a lifestyle choice promoted 
by a plurality, different conceptions of the good encompass restrictions to meat 
consumption to some extent, for instance, Buddhism, Hinduism and Judaism. 
Advocating for a reduction in meat does not equate to supporting only one lifestyle 
choice. Coercive measures can still be implemented while adhering to basic liberal 
principles and protecting people’s entitlement to minimal capabilities.   
Another concern is that Liberal states and free market economies are likely to be 
reluctant to implement laws and regulations which coerce people to act in a certain 
way, because it can undermine people’s autonomy. Coercive measures that limit 
people’s ability to reason is a legitimate worry. It is vital that governments protect 
people’s ability to reason, and soft intervention measures can be used to do this. They 
raise awareness and educate citizens about the rationale behind reducing meat 
consumption. This enables citizens to critically reflect ideas and come up with a 
conception of the good; it makes them act for the right- and their own- reasons, and 
not according to the reasons of someone else. Soft intervention methods are important 
                                                                 
115 Zwarthoed, Danielle. "Creating frugal citizens: The liberal egalitarian case for teaching 
frugality." Theory and Research in Education 13.3 (2015): 286-307. 
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because it protects liberal values in a state that simultaneously endorses mildly 
coercive measures.  
The mildly coercive measures that I argue for, can still be permissible in a Liberal 
and free market state, because they are required not to cause people to fall below a 
minimal capability threshold. People are entitled to a sufficient level of capabilities116 
and governments must adhere to this when enacting coercive measures.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
                                                                 
116 See Sufficientarian Clause, p15. 
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Conclusion 
 This thesis has evaluated the moral concerns surrounding meat consumption 
and why governments should reassess its involvement in the meat industry. I have 
added a social justice perspective to the debate and conclude that governments have 
a duty to protect people’s ability to lead a flourishing life, and individuals need a 
minimum level of capabilities safeguarded to enable them to do so. I demonstrate one 
strategy that governments can adopt to fulfil this moral duty: reducing meat 
consumption. This is because intensive livestock production has been implicated in its 
causal link to poverty.117 
 I do not propose this as being the only measure, however it is an effective 
strategy because even low levels of meat reduction can have a significant influence on 
protecting people’s capabilities.118 Other strategies, such as wealthy states sending a 
proportion of government revenue directly to lower economically developed 
countries, is likely to be a more demanding strategy than reducing meat consumption. 
Government policies aimed at reducing meat consumption is a feasible measure to 
adopt because changing dietary habits does not entail large sacrifices: although there 
may be cultural resistance to overcome. 
Moreover, meat reduction measures are only permissible if they are in 
accordance with the Sufficientarian Clause.119 This means that governments should not 
implement measures to such an extent, that they result in other individuals falling 
below a minimum threshold of capabilities. This clause limits government measures 
in reducing meat consumption and ensures that its’ net effect is not negative or unjust.  
 A strategy to reduce global consumption levels is urgently needed, considering 
current levels are unsustainable and world population projections are on the rise. Not 
only is the world inevitably running out of finite recourses, but the demand for meat 
                                                                 
117 See Chapter one, p6. 
118 The Effectiveness of Minimal Meat Reduction Policies. See page 26. 
119 See Sufficientarian Clause, p15. 
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is increasing. Concern for the wellbeing of individuals who are malnourished and 
impoverished, is arguably a more pressing issue for governments today, than it has 
been in the past. For this reason, collective responsibility from all states, in protecting 
people’s minimal capabilities is necessary. Nonetheless, current food trends, 
especially in the West, show that many consumers are already adopting more plant 
based meals into their diets. This means that state efforts in reducing meat 
consumption, are likely to be well received.  
 Ultimately, the effectiveness of meat reduction measures on individua ls’ 
capabilities is not going to be achieved in the short term. It may take years to observe 
how beneficial meat reduction is on the lives of the poor, and it relies upon other 
government measures to ensure that food grains do not become unaffordable, or that 
surplus food and water are appropriately reallocated. However, the contingencies of 
the measure should not undermine its potential. Any effort in reducing meat 
consumption is a step towards a more just world.     
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
59 
 
Bibliography  
Antle, John M., and Susan M. Capalbo. "Adaptation of agricultural and food systems 
to climate change: an economic and policy perspective." Applied Economic Perspectives 
and Policy (2010) 
Assadourian, Erik. State of the World 2010: Transforming Cultures: From Consumerism to 
Sustainability (State of the World). Eds. Linda Starke, and Lisa Mastny. WW Norton & 
Company, 2010 
de Bakker, Erik, and Hans Dagevos. "Reducing meat consumption in today’s 
consumer society: questioning the citizen-consumer gap." Journal of Agricultural and 
Environmental Ethics 25.6 (2012) 
Beekman, Volkert. "Consumer Rights to Food Ethical Traceability." Ethical 
Traceability and Communicating Food. Springer Netherlands, 2008. 
Commission of the European Communities., Proposal for a council decision, establishing 
the Specific Programme Implementing Horizon 2020- The framework programme for 
research and Innovation (2014-2020), Brussels, 30 November 2011, COM (2011) 811 
final, 2011/0402 (CNS)  
Food and Agricultural Organisation of the UN (2009) Report from the High Level 
Expert Forum, ‘How to feed the world 2050’ 12-13 October 2009, Rome, FAO. 
Gajevic Sayegh, Alexandre. "Justice in a non-ideal world: the case of climate 
change." Critical Review of International Social and Political Philosophy (2016). 
 
Grant, Ruth W., and Jeremy Sugarman. "Ethics in human subjects research: do 
incentives matter?." Journal of Medicine and Philosophy 29.6 (2004). 
 
Hahn, Henning. "Justifying feasibility constraints on human rights." Ethical theory 
and moral practice 15.2 (2012). 
Heilinger, Jan-Christoph. "The moral demandingness of socioeconomic human 
rights." Gerhard Ernst/Jan-Christoph Heilinger: The philosophy of human rights. 
Contemporary controversies. Berlin/Boston: de Gruyter (2012). 
Hertel, Thomas W., and Stephanie D. Rosch. "Climate change, agriculture, and 
poverty." Applied Economic Perspectives and Policy 32.3 (2010). 
Hickey, Colin, Travis N. Rieder, and Jake Earl. "Population Engineering and the 
Fight against Climate Change." Social Theory and Practice, 42.4 (2016). 
60 
 
Hoffman, Jerome R., et al. "The roulette wheel: An aid to informed decision 
making." PLoS Med 3.6 (2006): e137. 
Lang, Tim, and David Barling. "Food security and food sustainability: reformulating 
the debate." The Geographical Journal 178.4 (2012).  
Lee, Bernice. "Managing the interlocking climate and resource challenges." 
International Affairs 85.6 (2009). 
Leonard, Thomas C. "Richard H. Thaler, Cass R. Sunstein, Nudge: Improving 
decisions about health, wealth, and happiness." Constitutional Political Economy 19.4 
(2008): 356-360. 
Lusk, Jayson L., and Glynn T. Tonsor. "How Meat Demand Elasticities Vary with 
Price, Income, and Product Category." Applied Economic Perspectives and Policy (2016). 
Meijboom, Franck LB. “On Current Food Consumption and Future Generations: Is 
There a Moral Nee to Change Our Food Consumption in Order to Safeguard the 
Human Rights of Future Generations? Human Rights and Sustainability: Moral 
Responsibility for the Future. E. Gerhard Bos and Marcus Duwell. Routledge, 2016. 
Narveson, Jan. "We don't owe them a thing! A tough-minded but soft-hearted view 
of aid to the faraway needy." The Monist 86.3 (2003). 
Nussbaum, Martha C. Women and human development: The capabilities approach. Vol. 3. 
Cambridge University Press, 2001. 
 
O’Neill, Onora. "Faces of Hunger: an essay on Poverty, Development and Justice." 
(1986). 
Pogge, Thomas W. "World poverty and human rights: cosmopolitan responsibility 
and reforms." Polity, Cambridge (2002). 
Ralston, Katherine. "How government policies and regulations can affect dietary 
choices." America’s Eating Habits: Changes and Consequences. Agriculture Information 
Bull 750 (1999). 
Robeyns, Ingrid. "Sen's capability approach and gender inequality: selecting relevant 
capabilities." Feminist economics 9.2-3 (2003). 
 
Schwarzer, S., ‘Growing greenhouse gas emissions due to meat production’ Report 
by UNEP Global Environmental Alert Service, (2012) available at 
http://www.unep.org/pdf/unep-geas_oct_2012.pdf [accessed 02.09.2016]   
61 
 
Sen, Amartya. Poverty and famines: an essay on entitlement and deprivation. Oxford 
university press, 1981. 
Sen, Amartya. Development as freedom. Oxford Paperbacks, 2001. 
Stevenson, P., ‘A sustainable food policy for Europe, towards a sustainable, 
nourishing and humane food policy for Europe and globally’ Compassion in World 
Farming, Available at https://www.ciwf.org.uk/media/5858102/a-sustainable-food-
policy-for-europe.pdf [accessed 23.09.2-16] 
Stevenson, P.J., ‘Industrial Livestock Production: the twin myths of efficiency and 
necessity’ Compassion in World Farming, available at 
https://www.ciwf.org.uk/media/7425974/industrial-livestock-production-the-twin-
myths-of-efficiency-and-necessity.pdf [accessed 08.09.2016]  
Stern, Nicholas Herbert. The economics of climate change: the Stern review. cambridge 
University press, 2007. 
Steinfeld, Henning, et al. Livestock's long shadow: environmental issues and options. 
Food & Agriculture Org., 2006. 
 
Van Parijs, Philippe. "Frugal tastes and frugal conduct." Ethical Perspectives 10.2 
(2003): p151-155. 
Wellesley, Laura, Catherine Happer, and Antony Froggatt. "Changing Climate, 
Changing Diets, Pathways to Lower Meat Consumption" Chatham House (2015). 
 
Zwarthoed, Danielle. "Creating frugal citizens: The liberal egalitarian case for 
teaching frugality." Theory and Research in Education 13.3 (2015). 
 
